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non - discrimination between the 'saamanya' (idam) and
'visesha' (rajatam). The Praabhaakara admits the know-
ledge of difference between the 'this5 and the silver ; and
when he cannot recognise that this is only one knowledge,
he cannot plead for the non - discrimination between the
'saamaanya' and the 'visesha'. Further is this difference
the nature of the 'padaartha' ? Or its property ? It cannot
be the former ; for when the Padaartha is apprehended, its
'bheda' (difference) too is apprehended and then there is no
'aviveka9 (non-discrimination). Regarding the second alter-
native it might be argued that 'bheda" can manifest itself a5
mutual exclusion, or as the apprehension that there are two
or more knowledges ; and only when we have the specific
knowledge that the terms are mutually exclusive or that they
are two, we have 'viveka' (discrimination).

Even this is not possible. Take the sentence 'bring the
cow with the stick\ Here the cow is in the accusativa case
and the stick is in the instrumental.  Their Karakas (decl-
ensional suffixes)are different. And the cow is also distinct
from the stick. And if we were to apply their definition of
'viveka9 to this statement, this would become a case of
'aviveka bhrama\

Objection : But even there we have the know-
ledge of difference in an implicit form.

Reply : Then in 'this is silver", since the words are
not synonymous' we have to accept the implicit difference;

and then it cannot be a case of error arising from non-i
discrimination. Otherwise, there must be the non-apprehe-
nsion of the distinction (viveka) between the 'viseshakaara*
(particular) and the 'saamaanya kara' (general) and then the
cognition ought to be only 'this is9 or 'silver is% and never
<this is silver',